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ABSTRACT

ARMOR LIEUTENANT COLONEL PROMOTION PREDICTORS
by MAJ R. Bruce Haverty, USA, 112 pages.

This study examines the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel
Promotion Selection Board results to identify and rank-order
predictors associated with selection and nonselection of
armor majors for promotion to lieutenant colonel. The study
revealed 13 predictors associated with selection and 10
predictors associated with nonselection to lieutenant
colonel that met the .05 level of significance. These
predictors were based on sanitized officer record brief data
for the armor majors considered in the primary zone.

The study compares the predictors with established Army
policy contained in DA PAM 600-3, and the Secretary of the
Army's "Selection Board Instructions” in force during

FYs 1990-1992. The study found that the board results
complied with Army policy in force during this period.

This study also found that service as an operations officer
(S3) or executive officer (XO) and a MEL 4 (military
education level) education are requirements for promotion to
lieutenant colonel. However, since promotion boards are not
required to strictly follow the requirements in

DA _PAM 600-3, the study recommends that it be used as a
vehicle to honestly articulate selection board requirements
to officers in the field.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCT ION
Leadership skills are the most important, yet they
are the most difficult to develop. While
professional schools are important, the military is
a hands-on profession and most learning by leaders

at all levels is accomplished while participating
in unit training and operations.

Purpose of the Study

This research proposes to identify and rank in order
of relative importance the apparent common discriminators
that tho Fiscal Years (FY) 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel
Promotion Selection Boards used to select armor majors for
promotion and to determine if the board results matched Army
policy. These discriminators, which are based on the
promotion board results, form the criteria that armor majors
must meet in order to be "best qualified to meet the needs

w2 These discriminators form the de facto branch

of the Army
qualification standards that armor majors must meet in order

to be "best qualified."”

Hi r kgr
Part of the restructuring effort toward a smaller
Army is a reexamination of commissioned officer professional

development. One of the key elements in this reexamination

is the revision of Department of the Army Pamphlet
1




PAM) 600- issioned Officer Prof ional
Development and Utilization. This document establishes the
Army's commissioned officer professional development policy,
which in turn directly influences officer assignment and
promotion policies. DA PAM 600-3 serves three audiences:
(1) selection boards use it as a guide to determine an
officer's qualifications in his branch or functional area,3
(2) officers in the field and their mentors use it to chart
their career paths and make career decisions based on the
standard that selection boards will hold them to, and (3)
U.S. Total Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM) assignment
officers use it to determine the professional development
needs of the officers they manage; place those officers in
the jobs that best balance both the Army's and the officer's
needs; and to provide sound advice to their officers as they
make critical career decisions.*

One of the most controversial issues during the
Army's reexamination of officer professional development has
been the issue of branch qualification. The idea of a
formal, prescriptive branch qualification standard for field
grade officers, particularly majors, has been the subject of
much debate within the senior leadership of the Army.

Current thought is that branch qualification
consists of two measurable components: institutional
training and operational assignments. While there seems to

be a general consensus on the institutional training

component, there is much disagreement on the operational
2




assignment portion of branch qualification. There is also
disagreement on whether officers must continue to branch
qualify at each rank or whether branch qualification at the
rank of captain renders an officer permanently qualified in
his or her branch. The primary reason for this disagreement
pertains to concern over the opportunity to serve in certain
specific operational! assignments and the perceived fairness
for the officer corps in this era of downsizing the Army.
There are those who would argue that a formal policy
requiring field grade officers to serve in a specific type
of operational assignment is discriminatory towards a
segment of the officer corps. The rationale is that uniees
all officers can be provided the opportunity to serve in
those required assignments, that the officers who were not
provided the same opportunity will be placed at a
disadvantage for promotion to the next rank through no fault
of their own. Two examplaes of officars in this category
are: (1) officers serving in critical non-branch qualifying
positions who are not allowed to move to one that is branch
qualifying due to the criticality of their current position,
and (2) officers who are not allowed to move to another
location or installation due to Army time-on-station
requirements. However, it should also be noted that some
officers choose not to serve in branch qualifying
assignments within their branch because their interests lie
in their functional area. In addition, a small segment of

officers are denied the opportunity to serve in a branch
3
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qualifying position because of poor performance in their

current assignment.

The fairness issue also has Army readiness
implications due to increased personnel turnover and unit
turbulence. Since the Army is removing force structure at a
faster rate than it is separating officers, there has been
increased pressure to decrease tour lengths in branch
qualifying assignments in order to provide more officers the
opportunity to serve in them. "

These concerns have led to the policy of defining
two tiers of branch qualifying assignments for field grade
officers, "fully qualified"s and "exceptionally quah’fied."7
Assignments in the fully qualified category are designed to
provide virtually all officers the opportunity to serve in
any one of those assignments. Exceptionally qualified

assignments are more restrictive and are a subset of the

fully qualified assignment group.

Selection Board Process

This section summarizes the pre-board preparation
and five-phased board deliberation process. institutional
training, operational assignments, manner of performance,
and DA PAM 600-3 are discussed within the framework of the
selection process in order to gain an appreciation of their

relative importance.




Pre-board Proparation8

Approximately thirty days from the board convene
date, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel formally
notifies officers by letters classified "close-hold” that
they have been selected as a member of a selection board.
PERSCOM policy requires representatives from each branch,
former or serving battalion or brigade commanders, and
several other requirements designed to provide a cross
section of the officers in the Army.

Board members receive several briefings during the
pre-board preparation to prepare them for the selection
process. The recorder briefs the procedures coﬁtained in
the selection board memorandum of instruction, things that
board members should look for when reviewing an officer's
file, and the scoring system to be used during the board. A
PERSCOM representative briefs the board on the officer
evaluation report (OER) rating system, the "center of mass”
concept, and how to interpret an above, in, and below center
of mass rating. Each board member briefs the other members
of the selection board on unique branch and functional area
career paths and requirements, based on their area of

expertise, using DA PAM 600-3 as a guide. For example, the

armor representative would brief the other board members on
armor's typical career patterns and educational and

assignment requirements.




Selection Board Deliberations
During the first phase, the selection board
identifies the officers who are fully qualified in and above
the zone of consideration. "By definition, fully qualified
officers are those whose demonstrated potential
unequivocally warrants their promotion to the next higher

"9 The Secretary of the Army's "Selection Board

grade.
Instructions” 1ist the following indicators of potential for
the selection to use in selecting officers for promotion:
physical fitness and military bearing, military and civilian
education, assignment history and professional development,
performance and professional attributes. !0

The board reviews each officer’'s file to determine
the officer's potential for service at the next higher
grade. Each officer's file receives a numerical score
based on the board's evaluation of the officer's potential.
The records are then arranged sequentially by score on a
relative standing list without regard to selection
requirements contained in the "Selection Board

Instructions.” From this list the selection board
tantatively identifies the officers who are fully qualified
for promotion.

During the second phase, the board identifies
potential below the zone selectees. The process is similar

to the first phase of the selection process. The board

evaluates and scores the files, arrays the scores on a

relative standing list, integrates the scores of potential
6
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below the zone selectees into the standing list developed
during phase one.

The third phase of the selection process identifies
the officers who are fully qualified in career fields
designated as a critical skill by the Secretary of the Army

in the "Selection Board Instructions.” The Secretary of the
Army sets selection requirements or floors for these
critical skills. Although many officers in this category
will be selected under the best qualified method of
selection, the selection board must promote the number of
officers specified in the selection requirement, provided
there are a sufficient number of fully qualified officers
available. ! (officers not in a critical skill are promoted
under the best qualified method of selection.) The board
arrays the officers' scores on relative standing lists by
critical skill in preparation for the next phase.

The fourth phase requires the board to identify the
officers "best qualified to meet the needs of the Army"
selection criterion'? From the initial standing list
developed at the end of the second phase, the board
identifies the officers best qualified for promotion based

w13

on the “optimum number of selections cocntained in the

"Selection Board Instructions.” In most cases the number of
fully qualified officers will exceed this optimum number.
The board considers officers whose relative position on the
standing list are greater than the optimum number to have

fallen below the "best qualified line." 14 Officers who fall
7




below this line but who were identified as fully qualified during

"15 These

phase two are considered to be in the "gray zone.
officers will not be selected for promotion unless they are
in a critical skill for which the board has not met the
selection requirement or the board ebtains an increase in
the optimum number specified by the Secretary of the Army.
The board reviews the standing list to determine if
a sufficient number of officers were identified as'best
qualified to meet critical skill selection requirements. |If
not, the board displaces officers above the best qualified
line who do not fill a critical skill requirement with
officers in the gray zone that do. This process is done in

reverse standing list order. 16

The top officer in the gray
zone meeting a selection requirement replaces the lowest
officer on the tentative selection list that does not meet a
critical selection requirement. This process continues
until all selection list requirements have been met or until
there are no more officers in or above the promotion zone in
that particular critical skill.

The final step during the fourth phase is a formal
vote by the entire board “to ensure that no officer is
recommended as best qualified for promotion unless he or she
receives the recommenda:ion of the majority of the board."!7

During the fifth and last phase of the board
process, the board identifies officers who should be

required to show cause for retention on active duty. The

board reconsiders the files of the officers identified for
8




possible separation during the first two phases of the board
process. "Criteria that may warrant a recommendation to show
cause include substandard performance of duty, misconduct,

moral or professional dereliction . . . 18

Manner of Performance

Within the framework of the selection board process
and the best qualified selection criterion discussed
earlier, manner of performance is perhaps the most
subjective factor in selecting officers for promotion.
Consider the example in the following paragraphs as the
board evaluates a typical armor officer's file.

When the board evaluates the officer’'s physical fitness
and military bearing, he either met the weight standards and
passed the Army Physical Fitness Test or he did not. His
uniform fit properly and had the appropriate ribbons and
insignia or it did not. His hair was cut within established
Army regulations or it was not. Army regulations establish
clear standards in this area, leaving little room for
interpretation. If the officer has met these standards, he
has met the fully qualified selection criterion.

Now consider military and civilian educational
qualifications. DA PAM 600-3 and the Army education system
establish mandatory and optional military and civilian
education requirements that officers must meet in order to
be promoted to the next higher grade. Assume that armor

v

‘ors have met these requirements up through the grade of

9




major. Although there are no mandatory Army educational
requirements stated for armor majors in DA PAM 600-3, the
study's results for FYs 1990-1992 will show that the
selection boards have established a military education level
4 (MEL 4) education as a requirement for promotion to
lieutenant colonel. Therefore, officers failing to meet
this requirement will not be considered fully qualified for
promotion unless the board feels that there are other
compelling reasons to consider them fully qualified for
promotion to the next higher grade.

To evaluate an armor officer’'s assignment history
and professional development qualifications, the board uses
DA _PAM 600-3 and the armor representative's pre-board
briefing to determine if he meets the fully qualified
selection criterion. DA PAM 600-3 states that armor majors,
"Must serve as [a] battalion/squadron X0 or
battalion/squadron, brigade/regimental S3," in order to be
considered fully qualified for promotion.19 Unless the board
chooses to completely ignore this requirement, most officers
will have to serve as an operations/executive officer
(S3/X0) in order to be identified as fully qualified during
the first phase of board deliberations.

The final criterion an officer must pass in order to
be considered fully qualified for promotion is manner of
performance. Promotion board feedback indicates that "Board
members understand the center of mass concept and use it

when voting a file."20 Based on the center of mass concept,
10
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it is reasonable to believe that a center of mass OER meets
the minimum standard under the manner of performance. The
extent that manner of performance overcomes deficiencies in
the other areas will determine the number of points he
receives during the first phase, which in turn influences
the officer’'s position on the relative standing list.

Officers with a substandard manner of performance
will not be identified as fully qualified during phase one
of the deliberation process regardless of other
qualifications. A prime example is an officer who met the
physical fitness and military bearing standard, has credit
for a MEL 4 education, and has served as an S3/X0 and yet
failed to be selected for promotion. "Boards placed special
emphasis on those reports received for command and $3/X0
positions."2!

Conversely, a select few officers may have such an
exceptional manner of performance that the board is
compelled to select them for promotion regardless of a
deficiency in another area. The study will show that this
was the case for 16 of the selectees in the study

population.

Significance of the Study
The Army's efforts to reduce force structure and
personnel strengths in response to budget cuts have created
an air of uncertainty within the officer corps. Officers

are beginning to rethink what constitutes a "successful”

1




career. The current consensus is that a successful career
is retiring at twenty years at the rank of lieutenant
colonel. G@Given the current uncertainty on how the Army's
drawdown plans will affect them, combined with the threat of
reduction in force and selective early retirement boards,
officers face many critical career choices in order to meet
the best qualified selection criterion.

The significance of the study is that it will rank
in order of importance the discriminators used to select
armor majors for promotion during the FYs 1980-1992
Lieutenant Colonel Promotion Selection Boards. These
rank-ordered discriminators will form the basis for a series
of predictors associated with selection and nonselection to
lieutenant colonel during future promotion selection boards.
Known studies over the same period have been limited in
scope to descriptive statistics. These studies have
provided a profile (average age, time in grade, time in
service, etc.) of the officers selectsd in the above and
below the zone categories as well as those officers selected
or not selected in the primary zone. No attempt was made to
rank in order of importance the profile categories with
selection or nonselection to lieutenant colonel.

The study results will be used to assess compliance with
the policy in force during the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant
Colonel Promotion Selection Boards. This information will
be provided to the Center for Army Leadership and the Armor

Personnel Proponent to determine if the professional
12




development policy contained in the 1992 version of

DA PAM 600-3 needs to be changed. This information will
also be available for armor majors so that they may make
informed decisions on the education and assignment
requirements they should meet in order to be competitive for

promotion.

The Pri R h ¢ T
Did the Fiscal Years 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel
Promotion Selection Board results'comply with established

Army policy?

Secondary Questions

What are the minimum standards for armor majors to
be promoted to lieutenant colonel contained in established
policy? wWhat common education and assignment variables can
be determined from the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel
Promotion Selection Board results? Does a correlation exist
between the education and assignment variables and selection
or nonselection for promotion to lieutenant colonel? Do
current policy requirements or apparent promotion board
standards place armor officers at an undue disadvantage for

promotion?

Tertiary Questions
What were the common education and assignment
patterns of the armor majors selected for promotion during

the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel Promotion Selection

13




Boards? Did the armor majors selected for promotion during
these promotion boards meet the minimum education and
assignment standards contained in establ!ished policy? What
were the common education and assignment patterns of the
armor majors not selected for promotion during the

FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel Promotion Selection Boards?
Did the armor majors not selected for promotion to
lieutenant colonel during these promotion boards fail to
meet the minimum education and assignment requirements
contained in established policy? What was the opportunity
for armor majors to meet these minimum education and
assignment requirements during FYs 1990-1992? what is the
expected opportunity to meet these requirements in the

future?

The Hypotheses

The first underlying hypothesis is that there will
be a common pattern of discriminators for armor majors
selected for promotion during the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant
Colonel Promotion Selection Boards.

The second underlying hypothesis is that the armor
majors not selected for promotion to lieutenant colonel will
show a common pattern of discriminators that was different
from the select group.

The null hypothesis is that no common pattern of
discriminators between the select and nonselect groups will

be found within the limitations of the study.

14




Assumptions

That a common pattern of discriminators can be found
for the armor majors selected and not selected for promotion
during the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel! Promotion
Selectior Boards. That school and promotion selection
boards will continue to use the best qualified selection
method.22 That officers in the select group will have a
higher overall manner of performance as measured on their
OERs thar: the nonselect group. That all armor majors have
been branch qualified as captains. The branch qualification
standard for captains was, and currently is defined as
completion of an officer advanced course and company or
troop command for a minimum of twelve months. That the Army
will continue its drawdown plans to an end strength of
535,000 soldiers. That armor's relative percentage of
authorizations in branch, branch immaterial, functional area
positions, and in the transient, holding and school account

will continue to approximate historical rates.

Limitations
This study will not consider OER data. A request
was sent to Armor Branch, PERSCOM, requesting that they
provide OER data on a random sample of the study population.
The request was denied because "such information is
considered sensitive and could not be released outside

PERSCOM. " 23




The study recognizes that manner of performance is
an important factor in promotion and school selection.
However, an objective manner of performance standard is not
explicitly specified in Army or Armor Proponent policy, nor
is it included as a separate branch qualification
requirement in DA PAM 600-3. It is generally accepted that
an officer must serve successfully in a branch qualifying
assignment in order to receive credit for that assignment.
Conversely, officers who do not serve successfully in any
assignment are at risk for promotion, and perhaps separation
from the Army.

Officer record brief (ORB) data on officers who have
separated service will not be available for analysis. Once
an officer leaves the Army, his officer ORB is no longer
maintained for him at PERSCOM. However, ORB data is
available for the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colonel Promotion
Selection Boards. The Armor Proponent has previously
conducted analyses of selection board results and has
maintained ORBs on file with the results.

Opportunity rates for operational assignments will
be determined only for those positions coded armor in the
first two characters in the authorization documents.
Positions coded other than armor usually do not directly
contribute to branch-specific skills that =zre critical to
armor officer development. |(n addition, positions coded
other that armor may be legitimately filled by officers from

another branch based on availability, therefore there is no
16




way to determine accurately how many armor officers will be

filling those assignments at any given time.

Delimitati
The study will only analyze armor majors in the
predominate year group considered in the primary zone for
the FYs 1990-1992 Lieutenant Colunel Promotion Selection
Boards. The study will not analyze lieutenant colonel

command board results.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Veﬁy little information exists that directly answers
the primary research question other than the U.S. Total Army
Personnel Command (PERSCOM) statistical analyses that are
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